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3.
Summary
BACKGROUND
Civic Exchange hosted a public forum on 14 September 2013 titled 
“No more muddling through.” This forum considered how public 
consensus for future energy policy might be built in Hong Kong. The 
background to this consideration is:
• In 2010 the HKSAR Government conducted a public consultation 
on ideas for meeting Hong Kong’s future energy needs in a secure 
manner and reducing its carbon footprint by replacing most of 
Hong Kong’s coal burn by gas burn and nuclear. Following the 
Fukushima nuclear incident in 2011 the Government has delayed 
making further proposals but is now understood to be reviewing 
the issues; and 
• Both electricity demand (how we can reduce consumption) and 
supply (what fuel to use) issues must be considered. Reviews 
by governments around the world and their public engagement 
strategies on energy issues in general and on nuclear in particular 
offer lessons which are often applicable in Hong Kong.
Around 70 participants attended this forum. The speakers gathered 
and addressed questions regarding their respective presentations 
from the audience.
This forum was the second of a three-part series on energy mix 
issues organised by Civic Exchange in 2013. At Civic Exchange, 
we are continuously working to engage the public in discussion 
about important energy issues and to improve energy literacy. 
Furthermore, we hope that our research and publications on energy 
mix, nuclear power, etc. will help the HKSAR Government design a 
feasible and efficient energy plan, and encourage the Government to 
engage more Hong Kong people in the discussion.
SESSION 1
We were honoured to have three speakers shed light on the public 
engagement processes of France, the UK and the US respectively. In 
the first session, Dr Didier Kechemair gave a presentation on how 
France conducts public engagement exercises. France has many 
well-established procedures for public consultation about nuclear 
energy issues. Their main consultation structures are large-scale 
public debates, and local commissions for each nuclear facility which 
were mandated by the 2006 Transparency and Safety for Nuclear 
(TSN) Act. Though their consultation process is consistently being 
improved, the voices of citizens and energy operators are greatly 
valued. 
Dr Daphne Mah, assistant professor at Hong Kong Baptist University, 
introduced her research on the UK’s approach to making good energy 
decisions. Her research team focused on the concepts of nuclear 
decision-making, public engagement, and trust. Dr Mah showed the 
content-process-outcome model designed by her team, which can 
serve as an inventory or checklist of effective ways to engage the 
public in nuclear decision-making. She also identified priorities which 
4the HKSAR Government could consider, for example, committing to 
genuine openness in policy decisions instead of relying on structural 
openness, and paying attention to citizen participation as much as 
scientific input.
Dr Peter Lam addressed the topic from the US perspective, first 
describing the political realities in America. When it comes to 
nuclear energy decisions, the Federal Government holds legislative 
authority, and other stakeholders lack a voice. This is similar to the 
status quo in Hong Kong. Dr Lam then talked about the government’s 
responsibility to account for financial or technical liabilities, public 
health and safety concerns, and shared his experiences as Chairman 
of the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee. 
SESSION 2
The second session was the breakout session, which Ms Yan-yan Yip 
moderated. Participants were divided into smaller groups to facilitate 
engaging dialogues. They were asked to discuss: a) their concerns 
about Hong Kong’s public engagement exercises in general; b) a 
public engagement exercise prototype (with a specific focus on public 
engagement for energy policies); and c) the roles of different sectors 
of society in ensuring that a public engagement exercise prototype 
could be implemented. A representative from each group was invited 
to share their group discussion results with the plenary.
Participants’ top concerns about Hong Kong’s public 
engagement exercise
Participants were asked to share their top concerns about Hong 
Kong’s public engagement exercises. Their views were grouped into 
three categories: a) Government’s Actions and Attitudes; 
b) Information and Communications; c) Impact of the Opinions.
Government’s Actions and 
Attitudes
Information and 
Communications
 Impact of the Opinions
• Lack of openness to 
comments.
• Possible ulterior motives 
and hidden agendas.
• Influence from the 
Mainland government.
• Lack of a holistic policy 
about energy.
• Regarding nuclear 
power – maintenance 
and monitoring of 
facilities, disaster 
contingency plan, etc.
• Few channels of 
communication with the 
government.
• Lack of inclusiveness and 
transparency.
• Biased information.
• Limited scope of topics 
are debated.
• A minority of stakeholders 
receive information.
• Few ways for the public to 
participate.
• Inflexible policies: 
sometimes the government 
has a set position before 
carrying out public 
engagement.
• Fickle or unreliable public 
opinion.
• Sometimes, government 
action does not correspond 
to the results of 
consultation. 
• Public opinion is not 
valued.
5Public engagement exercise prototype
Participants were asked to craft a public engagement exercise 
prototype focusing on energy policies. Participants’ ideas were 
grouped and summarised. For details, please refer to the transcript 
and Appendix 3. 
a) What do we want to achieve in public engagement?
Participants stressed the importance of clarity regarding the 
objective, the scope and topic of the discussion. Participants also 
expressed their concerns about how the HKSAR Government would 
frame the discussion topic(s) and cast doubts on how the public 
would be engaged. An inclusive engagement process was therefore 
suggested. Almost all participants also highlighted the need for 
transparency and objectivity concerning information disclosure. 
It is expected that full information about all options available will 
be disclosed in a non-biased way, including pros and cons for each 
option. Timeliness in the consultation procedure was also a goal 
identified by participants. 
b) How should we structure our public consultations?
There were divided views on how the engagements should be 
structured. While some participants suggested setting up a public 
liaison department to facilitate discussions and set the agenda, a few 
held the view that a full public engagement might not be necessary 
provided that there would be a strong channel of communication 
between the public and the HKSAR Government. 
Regardless of who would be conducting the engagement initiatives, 
participants pointed out the need for a multiple-staged approach and 
suggested the following engagement channels:
• Workshops: Share information and educate the general public
• Hearings/enquiries: Enable officials to respond under oath
• Town hall-style meetings: Allow open discussion
• Jury: Represent the public in making a policy recommendation
Participants expressed concern about post-engagement/consultation 
follow-up work. They expected that the Government would analyse 
the public feedback collected and publish information about why 
certain options were (or were not) adopted. They also saw the need 
to conduct impact assessments for the engagement initiatives/
consultations.
6Stakeholders Roles
Government • Create a vision, provide resources and information
• Fund a public liaison department or NGO facilitator
• Manage the timing of the consultation 
• Listen to the public during the consultation
• Give options in an impartial way
• Handle “internal diplomacy” with the Mainland, e.g. 
share information with the Mainland officials, invite 
relevant Mainland parties to join a consultation, address 
neighbour’s concerns, build appropriate institutions and 
cross-border communication mechanisms
• Make the ultimate decision
Independent public liaison 
department (to be created)
• Facilitate public discussions objectively
Media/Communications • Act as a watchdog and monitor the government’s 
progress
• Report on the situation objectively and frame the issues 
in a neutral fashion
• Advise the government on how to disseminate 
information and communicate with the public
NGOs • Provide research and information, highlight pros and 
cons of various options
• Facilitate public discussions and suggest possible ways 
forward
• Provide funding
• Voice any objections early enough
Experts/Educators/Academics • Share knowledge and insights with the public and the 
government; take initiative in building public awareness
• Conduct research on important topics
• Address important issues in schools
• Give feedback about the public consultations
General public/Individuals • Learn and read from different sources, and become 
informed in order to offer a worthwhile opinion
• Think, decide, voice opinions and join the engagement
• Be proactive, get involved, demand a voiceAttend 
meetings
• Write letters to the editor
• Be constructive
• Be willing to compromise
• Influence others to be passionate enough to make a 
difference
• Share information and discuss issues with the 
community
c) What are the different stakeholders’ roles?
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Opening Remarks
Session 1
Good morning, and welcome to Civic Exchange Energy Forum No. 
16. My name is Simon Ng, and I will be your host this morning for 
session one. My colleague Yan-Yan will moderate session two after 
the coffee break.  
As you may know, Civic Exchange has been doing quite a bit of 
research and engagement projects on energy issues for many, 
many years, and last year we started a two-year project on energy 
mix, hoping to improve energy literacy in Hong Kong in order to 
facilitate informed discussion on energy issues in this part of the 
world. In July, we organised a public forum in which we discussed 
Guangdong's energy future in the context of China and also explored 
Hong Kong's connection with Guangdong when it comes to energy 
issues. We also shared with you some of the preliminary findings of 
a public opinion survey conducted by Professor Michael DeGolyer 
of the Baptist University, and the full report of this public opinion 
survey will be published later this month, so please stay tuned.
Today we have the second public forum on energy in this same 
series under the energy mix project. What we want to achieve 
today is to turn our focus away from this region where we are to 
elsewhere in the world, in Europe as well as in America, and to really 
think about the process that we are and we should be engaged in, 
how we are going to deliberate our energy policy in Hong Kong, 
8what type of engagement process that you want to see in Hong 
Kong so that you will be part of that, who should be involved in that 
process and what are their responsibilities.  
These are the things that we really want you to bring out in this 
forum and also especially in the second session, when you will have a 
chance to talk among one another and come up with something that 
would reflect your view on how we should proceed in talking about 
energy policy in Hong Kong.  
To do that, we also are delighted to have invited a few distinguished 
speakers to Hong Kong.  Now, here are Dr Didier Kechemair from 
France and Dr Peter Lam from the US.  We also have Dr Daphne Mah 
from the Baptist University of Hong Kong.  Please give them a big 
hand. The reason why we have brought them in is because they have 
been engaged in research and also have first-hand experience when 
it comes to public engagement related to energy issues in France 
and the US, and also Daphne is doing a lot of research in the UK.  We 
really want to have them to share with you different experiences 
from other countries and maybe, maybe, we can take a leaf from all 
these examples and it may facilitate you when you are working very 
hard after the coffee break to come up with something for Hong 
Kong.  
Importance of Local Scale Public Engagement: 
the French Experience
Dr Didier Kechemair 
Private independent consultant on energy and innovation in Paris, France
9What are the main consultation processes involving the public in 
France regarding energy and, more generally, public investment?  The 
main one is public debate, which is required when a new installation 
is planned with a cost of over 300 million Euros.  It applies to 
nuclear power plants of course, but also for highways, train tracks, 
bridges, etc.  There is a National Commission of Public Debate which 
organises these debates.  At a lower scale, public inquiry can also 
be conducted for minor projects.  In both cases, the operator who 
brought the project has to build a file and to explain it during public 
meetings. They also have to make the file available on the web, since 
the recent development of this electronic channel is one of the major 
ways for people to express themselves.
These are the standard procedures, but there are also some specific 
debates organised. The government may decide to organise them 
for a specific policy decision. Just this month, there was a large 
national debate on energy transition organised by the government 
in France.  A lot of people were involved: a lot of working groups, 
citizens committees, contact groups with the industry, contact groups 
with local debate. The debates took place at the local scale.  850 
local debates were labelled as being part of the contribution to the 
national debate, with a lot of participants, and here are four of the 
recommendations taken from these locally staged debates:
Not everything is perfect in the process of public engagement in 
France. Some parts of the process can even be criticised. However, it 
would be ideal if some of France’s good practices can be shared with 
and adapted in Hong Kong.
Where are we coming from?  Two or three points can give a 
background on the French electricity mix. 78, almost 80 per cent of 
the energy produced, electricity produced, comes from nuclear, and 
more than 90 per cent without greenhouse gas emissions, thanks 
to hydro, renewable – more than 13 per cent of our energy is from 
renewable now – and nuclear.  Also, in the households, there is a 
good price for electricity, one of the lowest in Europe.  But, nothing 
is perfect, and the energy bills still account for a large amount of 
imported oil for the transportation sector.
Energy poverty concerns more than 3 million families in France.  Even 
though France is a rich and well-equipped country regarding energy 
and electricity, energy poverty is a concern. 
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• Reinforce stakeholder involvement, "stakeholder" meaning 
civil society, industry and consumer users, to improve project 
acceptance; 
• Reinforce citizens' participation in local consultative commissions 
regarding all public services investment, not only energy; 
• Improve literacy of citizens before consultation process; and 
• Reinforce possibility for financial contribution of citizens in local 
projects.  This recommendation is a new one, and comes mainly 
from the viewpoint of renewables at the local stage.
The debate was not perfect.  A lot of NGOs were excluded, mainly 
the ones who were rather neutral or in favour of nuclear. The ones 
who were accepted and involved in the debate were mainly the ones 
in favour of energy reduction, renewables. This selective exclusion 
was a kind of way for the government to decide who will participate 
and who will be consistent with the goal of the government in 
organising the debate. 
There has been insufficient attention to fossils.  The deficit of the 
French balance of commercial exchange came mainly from the 
importation of fuel for the transportation sector.  But in this debate, 
focus was put on electricity, which is only one quarter of the issue.  
President Hollande, our French president, made a commitment 
during his campaign before being elected, and confirmed after 
election, to reduce the share of nuclear in our electricity mix from 
75 to 50 per cent in 2025.  Of course, during such a debate this was 
a high level political commitment and could not be openly discussed, 
even if it is obviously the background of part of the debate.  
Insufficient attention was given to the economic impact of scenarios.  
This means important topics regarding the development of 
renewables were not discussed, for example, the cost of investment, 
the cost of land, all the economic challenges in the face of renewable 
development, the grid development, and accepting the intermittent 
energy coming from renewables.
All options to shape the future of a sustainable energy mix should 
be considered without any dogmatism or "fashion effect". The 
International Energy Agency carried out a study in 2011. What was 
observed in the development of solar photovoltaics is much more 
than what was expected and in other cases, for example, CSP, the 
current situation which was observed is much less than what was 
required.  This is the "fashion effect", and the economy will probably 
draw this to a more realistic aspect years from now.  Energy is a long-
term issue, so you can't have any implemented decision before five 
to 10 years when you are launching a process in this area.
After the Fukushima accident there was also a fashion effect where 
everybody wanted to stop nuclear.  In fact, for economic reasons, 
the factors that contributed to the interests of nuclear didn't change 
after Fukushima.  What changed was the safety constraints and the 
safety requirements for all plants operated or in project, but not the 
constraints. 
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In France, the major recent political change was the TSN Act. "TSN" 
means transparency and safety for nuclear. It was established 
in 2006, quite recently, and makes it compulsory to have a local 
information committee near each nuclear installation to keep a 
watch over the installation, to inform the local population, and 
also to conduct an independent campaign of measurement in the 
environment. The local commissions include officials from local 
government, utilities of course, NGOs, and people from the area, 
which is the main goal of the local information, and independent 
experts.  
These CLIs are near all the facilities, not only the plants producing 
electricity, but all the nuclear facilities in France.  What was very 
new is that they were invited by the Nuclear Safety Authority 
to participate in the stress test inspections after the Fukushima 
accident, which was quite an achievement and well accepted by the 
operators.  
We conducted some polls on the French perception of nuclear risks 
in France, and found three main results. The overall perception of 
nuclear risk is stable over time, with the exception of after accidents.  
But, in the long term it is stable.  The risk hierarchy as perceived 
by the public is rational.  This means that economic concerns, 
unemployment, exclusion, poverty, always come above the other 
risks in the polls.  The public believes that risk management must 
rely on transparency, pluralism, and independence of expertise.  
For independence of expertise, we can turn to some comment and 
questions following the debate.  Public opinion nearby nuclear 
facilities is always more positive than the average opinion about 
nuclear power.
To conclude, local information commissions could be a good way 
to discuss what could be adapted in Hong Kong’s local structure.  
Rigorous teaching of nuclear at every level of science in education 
is important.  We are not an especially good example in France 
regarding education. We have to improve, and our introduction 
of nuclear science in education can also be discussed with other 
countries.
12
As with any other system, the citizen vigilance might drift to the sides 
when debate becomes impossible because of opinions interrupting 
the debate or impinging the others’ ability to speak.  However, these 
limits are specific to democracy and building the debates is just a way 
to strengthen democracy as well.  
Here are two main points to conclude with. First, the involvement of 
citizens:  Nothing in the industry can be done without that nowadays. 
The second point:  Nothing can be done without the agreement and 
collaboration of the nuclear or energy operators either, because they 
are the key, they are the ones who make the electricity. 
Improving Public Engagement and Public Trust 
for Nuclear Decision-Making: A Case Study of the 
UK Approach
Dr Daphne Mah 
Assistant Professor, Hong Kong Baptist University
This presentation is about a case study of the UK, and we focus on 
nuclear decision-making, public engagement, and trust. This case 
study of the UK is part of a bigger project of nuclear policy in Hong 
Kong which is funded by the government and which we are going 
to complete by the end of this month.  On our research team, we 
have colleagues from University of Hong Kong, Professor Peter Hills, 
Professor Julia Tao from City University, and Professor Richard Balme 
from Tsinghua University.  Together, as a team, we have expertise in 
energy policy, governance and trust.  
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Our project is centred on three key concepts: the first is nuclear 
decision-making, the second is trust, and the third is public 
engagement.  Nuclear decision-making is very special in many 
aspects.  For example, people tend to see nuclear risk as a special 
kind of risk, which has a low level, but catastrophic and long-term 
impact, and people tend to accept this option quite reluctantly.
On the other hand, nuclear decision-making is a highly science and 
data intensive area.  At the same time, it is value laden, involving a 
lot of ethical and moral judgments.  Often we have a lack of complete 
knowledge, but at the same time we have to make difficult and 
complex trade-offs in a timely manner, we cannot wait and not make 
any decision at all.  
This presentation focuses on the UK case study.  There are two major 
reasons why the UK was chosen as a case study.  The first reason is 
that since the year 2003, during the period between year 2003 and 
2008, our study period, the UK actually had undertaken a number 
of major public consultation activities in the area of nuclear.  The 
government position shifted from kind of anti-nuclear at the very 
beginning, to reopen that option, and then later in year 2007 the 
government adopted a more pro-nuclear view.  There is a major shift 
of energy choices of the government, and why the government shifts 
nuclear policy is a very interesting area for us to study.
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Another reason we chose the UK case is that it is an atypical, rare 
case of a consultation exercise falling under such intensive scrutiny.  
During that period, there were major evaluations of the public 
engagement exercise, or the UK government’s performance.  Very 
often, we have a public engagement that comes and goes, and 
afterwards no-one bothers to think about whether it was done in a 
nice, effective way.  
The UK situation was different for a number of reasons. One is that 
Greenpeace filed a judicial review of the government's pro-nuclear 
position.  That's why the High Court got the opportunity to examine 
how that consultation was done.  The High Court judge in year 2006, 
after going through the consultation, made the final judgment that 
the government was misleading and quite a negative comment on 
that consultation.  The second major evaluation activity that was 
taken in the UK was a government evaluation report.  That evaluation 
report looked back at its own performance, and it commissioned 
two NGOs to conduct it.  That report was very thick and informative.  
All these kinds of evaluations, the High Court judgment and the 
evaluation report, provide us with very useful empirical data for 
analysis.  
Our case study focuses on a specific consultation that was done in 
year 2007.  One of the key findings of our UK case study is that we 
developed a framework which has three dimensions to assess the 
public engagement performance in nuclear policy, and the three 
dimensions we highlight in our model are content perspective, 
process perspective, and also the outcome perspective.  That means 
that for evaluating public engagement in nuclear decision-making 
just a single dimension is not enough.  We have to take a more 
comprehensive systematic approach to look at different aspects of 
the public engagement activities.  We developed parameters and 
indicators for our assessment.  
What we found is that the UK experience did do well in some 
aspects.  For example, in terms of content, it has done well in 
comprehensiveness.  But, in terms of a balanced view, it may not do 
so well, biased information, and NGOs complained that alternative 
scenarios, trade-offs, were not adequately discussed.  
When considering the second dimension of our framework, the 
process, we find that the UK government has not done really well 
in terms of timeliness.  The consultation was conducted after the 
government has openly expressed its position on nuclear.  Then 
on adaptive decision-making, the most crucial questions raised by 
the public were not answered.  The government was not seen as 
responsive enough in terms of the public's different views.  
In terms of the final dimension, the outcome dimension, the 
consultation didn't improve the policy decision-making or the final 
decision, and it seems that it's not that desirable, the outcome 
perspective.  
There was a lack of trust in the motives of the government.  After 
more than 2 million pounds was spent on that consultation, the 
government was challenged on the real motive of that consultation.  
It was seen as something that appears to justify what the 
government has already decided.  So, trust and motive is important.
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Now, three points about policy implications and conclusions should 
be highlighted. The first one: trust building and participatory 
governance need to receive as much attention as scientific input in 
nuclear decision-making.  Scientific input is always very important.  
But, on the other hand, trust and the way public input is properly 
and adequately incorporated in the decision-making process is also 
very important. 
The second important point is the model – the content, process, 
outcome model – which can be developed as principles or an 
inventory, a toolbox, for decision-makers or other stakeholders, for 
the business sector or NGOs.  If you want to take a look at the public 
engagement exercise or you are designing a public engagement 
consultation event for nuclear, this checklist that may be helpful.  
Only doing well in any single aspect is not good enough.  We find that 
even though, for example, you do well in most of the aspects, but if 
you miss just one step or get a bad perception from the public that 
you are not doing well in any one single item the trust will be easily 
eroded.  Trust is a very vulnerable thing.  
The third important point is what not to do. We find that the UK 
government tends to rely too much on the structural openness of 
the consultation.  The government has set up a lot of different types 
of events, as you can see from this diagram, many different types 
of stakeholders meetings, deliberative review groups, that sort of 
thing.  We see this as good, but tends to be more like hardware.  The 
“software” – who are the credible persons who are convening those 
events, facilitators – is also very important.
Another thing that the government may need to avoid is pre-empting 
decisions. It would be quite problematic if you are seen as having 
decided a decision ahead of the consultation.  One of the key issues 
that was a controversial issue in the UK case was:  Is nuclear really 
an absolute necessity for this country?  This is a key decision and 
it seems that the government has already made a decision ahead 
of the consultation.  Of course, very importantly, to present biased 
information is perceived as withholding information.
Finally, the government has a very important role to play in public 
engagement. But, it is not enough. It seems that the government 
needs to reach out to other civic capacities, we would say. For 
example, in the UK case we find that the role of the Sustainable 
Development Commission seems to be very important there. Here 
in Hong Kong, when we think about what we can learn from the 
UK experience, we also have the Sustainable Development Council 
(SDC). Can a body like that play a much more important role in 
improving the public engagement exercise in Hong Kong? The UK SDC 
played a very active role in terms of being the knowledge broker and 
watchdog, and also to advocate policy changes.  
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Enhancing Public Literacy of Nuclear Power: 
Issues and Processes
Dr Peter Lam 
Chairman, Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee
The United States public participation experience has a long history.  
It is really long and deep and broad.  In the US, the governing federal 
statute is the Atomic Energy Act of 1957. This act was written almost 
60 years ago, and then subsequently the Environmental Protection 
Act came into place.  
The process in the United States involves two political and 
institutional realities. The federal government has absolute control 
and pre-emption on any regulation, licensing development, any 
regulations on nuclear energy.  Nobody else has a seat at the table, 
which is probably the same here.
Reality number two is that public opposition and participation is 
equally passionate on both sides. The proponents are organised, with 
huge amounts of money. A nuclear power plant generates $3 million 
a day of revenue.  They invoke every possible means of proposing 
and promoting nuclear power.  The public opposition is equally 
strong.  There are numerous national and local organisations who 
dedicate their life-time to opposing nuclear power.  
20 years ago, the premier national organisation was called the 
Mothers for Peace. Today they are still here: they still litigate, 
they still oppose nuclear power passionately. They are now the 
Grandmothers for Peace. This organisation has devoted 40 years of 
national effort to oppose nuclear power.  
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The process is multi-level. Many actors are involved: federal 
government, state government, public participation, with 
proponent and opponent, universities, trade groups, public utilities, 
manufacturers, and there are over 1 to 2 million employees 
engaged in nuclear power production. There are well-organised 
and politically-savvy members of the public who are determined to 
improve the process.  
The federal government does not let anybody else talk about nuclear 
policy, which is similar to your case here. But then there are also 
state governments like the state of California who struggles with 
the question, "How do I get a seat at the table? How do I influence 
federal policy?" fully aware of this federal pre-emption.
I happen to serve as the Chairman of the Diablo Canyon Independent 
Safety Committee, which is the largest nuclear power plant in the 
state of California. There used to be four and now there is only two, 
and they together provide electricity for over two and a half million 
residences. The Governor of California thought of this wonderful 
scheme about 25 years ago. The Diablo Canyon Independent Safety 
Committee is a statutory committee in the state of California. I was 
appointed as a member about four years ago. The purpose of the 
committee is to influence public policy at the federal level. But, at 
the state level, we conduct public hearings three times a year, when 
members of the public come before the committee, to talk about 
any issue, on the record, that the federal government is unable or 
unwilling to address.  
This is something for you to think about.  You have the central 
government asserting absolute authority on nuclear power 
development, on the mainland, which is justifiable. This is justifiable 
when you consider Fukushima. If the central government of Japan 
had not stepped in, the incident would have been more disastrous.  
Nobody else has the resources to manage a nuclear power accident, 
given the immense technical and financial liabilities.  
On the other hand, nuclear power provides major financial and 
national security benefits for the central government. You see 
numerous central governments in the world not only asserting their 
authority but insisting on the necessity of nuclear power. Why? It is 
a national security consideration. Their insistence has nothing to do 
with ego and vanity. It is motivated by this base load machine, which 
makes US$3 million a day of electricity revenue and provides 2 to 3 
million residences with electricity, day and night.  
That said, what are Hong Kong’s options in terms of processes?  
Consider this anecdotal evidence.  What are the issues?  What do 
you care about? In the United States, protection of public health and 
safety is paramount.  That includes protection of the environment.  
But, what about finances? What about liability?  The government 
is fully aware of their liability. There was the Price-Anderson Act 
to limit liability, which serves two purposes:  one, it dictates the 
upper limit above which there is no claim; two, it provides a federal 
subsidy when private companies are unable or unwilling to provide 
insurance.  
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Again, liability management is essential for nuclear power because, 
among its numerous benefits, it comes with a liability any free 
society must debate. Fukushima was ready to be retired two weeks 
before its accident. If it had retired, it would have returned every 
penny the investors had put in Fukushima. Now instead it incurs 
a liability of well over US$100,000 million. It is not clear who will 
assume that liability. That is the price tag, and by the time the 
incident ends the price tag will go up by about a factor of two to 
three.  In other words, it has cost enough money to buy every single 
residence property in Hong Kong.  
Now, on the other hand, the United States has 104 nuclear power 
plants that provide 20 per cent of the nation’s electricity.  They 
cannot walk away from that technology without incurring significant 
financial, social, and national security penalties.  To the members 
of the public here, what are the issues you are willing and able to 
entertain? Is it protection of public health and safety?  Do we protect 
the environment? Do you want money? A nuclear power plant is 
usually the largest property tax payer in its neighbourhood.  It is 
usually the largest employer in its neighbourhood.  In the United 
States they employ 2,000 people per plant, and these are unionised 
jobs that pay $30 or $50 per hour wages.  This means there are 
determined proponents who have financial interests invested in that 
facility, and there are determined opponents who are worried about 
risk and liability.  
The battle in the United States has tilted another way, towards 
money.  Instead of intervening and pushing for a demonstration of 
safety, now the push is, “Let's go to the public utility commission 
which sets electricity rates and returns our investment.” The push is, 
“Show us that this plan will be profitable, show us at the end of the 
day you have enough money.”
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Q: MR GAVIN EDWARDS (WWF): Germany, Switzerland and Italy 
have come to a very different conclusion around nuclear issues.  
What are the key differences in the nuclear debate in those 
countries, versus in France or in the UK or even in the US? Could you 
compare and contrast those?    
Q: PROF BILL BARRON (Environment Bureau):  For Professor Lam:  
Your last words were about the power company having the funds to 
decommission the plant. I would like to hear a bit more by way of 
explanation about that regulation and what that tends to be with 
regard to the scale of the plant's overall financing?  
Q: MR GERHARD KUTT:  I am interested in what technological 
developments there are occurring in nuclear power.  We are still 
using uranium 235. There are other more efficient ways of generating 
nuclear power, and safer ways.  What is the process for including or 
legislating for new forms of nuclear power that are available?  
A: DR DIDIER KECHEMAIR:  Regarding the other countries' positions, 
first of all, every country is free to handle its own energy mix, 
and that's good.  Even if there are some international regulations 
coming from the International Atomic Energy Agency, the energy 
mix depends on the local government, and it should be so.  This is 
specifically true in Europe because we have the European Union, 
with its own regulation.  But, even amongst the European member 
states, each of the countries decides its own energy mix at the time.  
The case of Germany is of special interest for France because we are 
going to spend money in France because of the German choice. The 
price of electricity for the people in Germany is twice that for the 
people in France.  However, the German people were clever because 
the price of electricity for industry in Germany remains lower 
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than the price for households in Germany.  This is a competitive 
decision, probably clever.  However, the public in Germany accepts 
an electricity bill twice the price that is paid in France because this is 
coherent with the electoral choice and their political choice.
They have a big challenge, to build electric lines from the north to the 
south, because the windmills are in the north and the consumption 
is in the south.  It is 1,000 kilometres of high tension electricity line 
to build, with a lot of money, probably more than 1,000 million 
Euros, but people don't accept that, they don't want the lines to go 
in their backyards.  So, they built up till now, as far as I know, 100 
kilometres of line out of 1,000 needed.  What is the solution?  To 
go through neighbouring countries.  By chance, in Europe we have 
interconnected grids, and Germany has neighbours, both in the east 
and in the west, and France are the neighbour on one side.  The 
electricity comes through France, which is involved in a high level of 
new investment to develop its electricity grid because of that, and 
then goes back, probably in the south of Germany.    
It comes at times which are completely disconnected regarding the 
peak demand, the produced electricity of renewable.  One of its 
characteristics is that it comes when there is some wind or some sun, 
but which is not obviously connected.  It is different in California.  
In California there is sun, and there is an air-conditioner, OK, this 
fits.  In France there is sun, but heat is needed in the night.  So, it 
comes at periods where the grids do not really need it.  One of the 
consequences of that is we saw recently appear some negative 
electricity prices on the market for electricity in Europe.  The 
electricity was produced, but nobody needs it, so people were paid 
to consume the electricity.  
We could discuss the German consequences a long time and I think 
this will come to some crisis and perhaps to black-outs in Europe in 
the near future.  
A: DR PETER LAM:  If I may supplement Dr Didier's remark.  What 
happened in Switzerland and Italy and Germany is their political 
leaders made cost-benefit analyses.  It is a political decision, as well 
as cost-benefit.  It is well known that if you do not have a nuclear 
reactor accident, the financial benefit and the national security 
benefit are huge.  
The Italy, Germany and Switzerland, decisions came after Fukushima.  
The accident analysis is what we call in the business a “low-
probability, high-consequence event.”  Actuaries in the insurance 
industry will tell you that they would gladly collect premium from 
you, but if that accident happened, there is not enough money in 
the world to pay the claim.  So the political leaders have made the 
decision that if you believe accidents are rare, then build nuclear 
power plants.  If you believe accidents may happen to you, as in 
Chernobyl, Three Mile Island and Fukushima, then you need to hedge 
your bet.  How do you hedge your bet?  This is why a free society 
should seriously think about what the people believe.  
A: DR PETER LAM:  Now, I will talk about decommissioning.  The 
decommissioning issue is unique in the United States.  We have 
a federal statute mandating that at the end of its life – 40 years 
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for a nuclear power plant – the site must be returned to its 
original configuration.  The federal government has to approve 
the termination of licence. You cannot just walk away. The main 
concern over the process is how much money you can save with 
decommissioning.  You can save close to three thousand million 
dollars.  The issue is who has jurisdiction to mandate that money and 
who should pay for it. 
A: DR DAPHNE MAH:  In response to the gentleman's question about 
the nuclear choice or decisions, from our study, we found that the 
trust aspect is very important.  Countries or cities differ a lot in their 
trust in the government in different aspects.  One is trust in motives, 
the second is trust in transparency, and the third aspect is trust in 
their competence: whether the government is capable enough to 
handle the liability if really things go wrong.  
A: DR DIDIER KECHEMAIR:  There was some research conducted 
in the international community to develop the future generation, 
they call it the generation 4 nuclear reactor, and then for the longer 
run, the fusion process with the ITER demonstration facility being 
constructed now in France.  It is more important for the public to 
know that there is some research to develop new generation. The 
Indians and some internationals are looking at using thorium instead 
of uranium for the future of reactors.  There is some research.  
But, what is very important in the frame of this topic of public 
engagement is what is working now, what is being operated at 
an industry level. Two kinds of reactors are being operated up to 
now: boiling and pressurised water reactors.  Most of the reactors 
operated up till now are generation 2 reactors.  The ones which are 
being built now, and for sure all the ones which are going to be built 
after the lessons from Fukushima, will be safe generation 3 reactors, 
which is designed with the same physics, the same basic principles, 
but taking into account in the design lessons from the previous 
accidents, Three Mile Island, Chernobyl, and in the future Fukushima, 
for improved requirements of safety, operation and robustness.  
Just to comment on what Peter says regarding the responsibility 
of the government:  Do you bet that an accident can occur or do 
you bet not?  This is not the right question to ask. The French 
safety authority, with 58 reactors operating and more than 1,400 
years of experience of operating accumulated, always says, and I 
think they are right, we can never be sure that an accident will not 
occur, because this is physics and none of the physics of human 
activities can ever ensure that no accident will occur.  This means 
that inside the reactor the core can melt.  The real issue is how to 
be sure that it is managed so that it has no consequences on the 
people, their health and the environment.   We saw in Fukushima 
that a generation 2 reactor could have some consequences on the 
environment and on the people outside, even if there were no 
deaths.
The real challenge is not to bet on whether or not there will be an 
accident.  The real challenge is to be sure that the technology, not for 
the longer future but for now that are being built. It is not a question 
of priorities. It is a question about the management of a potential 
accident, and ensuring that in the case of an accident inside the 
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plant there are no consequences on the environment and on health 
outside.  It is a question of robustness of the design.
Q: MS MEICY HUI (HKU law student):  I have a question for Dr Lam.  
Would you mind sharing with us one of the most interesting cases 
that you came across when you were a judge?
Q: DR XU YUAN (Chinese University):  Professor Didier, France has 
built a lot of nuclear power stations along the border.  How does 
the French government consider her neighbours and how do your 
neighbours think of your plan for nuclear energy?  
Q: MR ROBERT GIBSON (City University): Daphne, you mentioned 
the UK Sustainable Development Commission as playing an 
important role.  It has been abolished, hasn't it?  The question is why 
and what replaces it?  
Q: MR SEAN NIEM:  Of all the subjects and issues that we have 
been talking about, like risk, money, economy, needs, there is 
always a flipside of it; it's not just the supply, it's the demand.  I am 
wondering, of all the policies, like the consultation, is there a public 
engagement or a seriousness of actually reducing the demand, rather 
than how to meet with the supply?
Q: MR DOMINIC YIN (Hong Kong Association of Energy Service 
Companies): My question is to Professor Didier.  I was in Olkiluoto 
No. 3 in Finland, and I heard that the nuclear safety of the French 
new EPR from Areva is still not yet approved by STUK of the 
Finland government, and the same EPR reactor is now in Tai Shan, 
Guangdong province, which will be operating very soon.  What kind 
of safety measures do you understand, from Areva, because Hong 
Kong people worry very much about nuclear safety and Tai Shan 
is so close to Hong Kong?  We understand that 26 or 28 are under 
construction in China, and 16 of them are already operating.  This is 
serious to Hong Kong people.  So, we need some transparency, if not 
from China, at least from Areva or the French.  Thank you.  
A: DR DIDIER KECHEMAIR:  There were two very interesting 
questions. Let's begin with the question of demand.  You are right 
in saying that we are not running after the supply side only, and 
the supply side produces always more and more electricity.  Energy 
efficiency is a key issue.  
The world's population is growing. For some of the rich people, 
let's say, OECD, in France, we have to focus on energy efficiency 
in buildings and in transportation.  However, more than 1.5 billion 
people don't even have access to electricity now.  The balance 
between reducing consumption, which is a good objective, and 
providing electricity to people who do not have access has to be 
borne in mind.
Concerning the EPR, it's a mistake to say that STUK has not licensed 
the EPR.  Of course, they licensed it. If they do not license, by the 
local STUK in the case of the Finland regulator, the building cannot 
begin. During the building and even after that, during the operation 
of the plant, because safety is a continuous learning process, the 
nuclear regulator of the country will ask for some modifications, 
improvements, after inspection, after assessment of the operation 
during the build. In Flamanville in France, the EPR being built in 
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France by EDF, 10 days ago there was a paper published - because 
this is public information in France, part of transparency - and one of 
the walls has been mounted reversed. In such a complex operation 
or building this can happen. It was checked by the safety authority, it 
was removed, and all the other walls were checked after this event.  
This is part of the normal process and this does not in any case 
mean that the basic design has not been licensed.  Of course, it has 
been. In China it has been licensed by the Chinese authority, and in 
France by the French authority. In the UK, the basic design has been 
licensed by the UK authority. Then the basic design must be adapted 
to the local situation, because the weather conditions, the water 
temperature, the wind conditions, the earthquake conditions are 
not the same in China, Finland, France, or in the UK, there are some 
adaptations of the specific EPR which will be built on the specific site. 
But, this has nothing to do with the licensing of the basic design, 
which is the same.  
Regarding to the question about our neighbours, I have two 
points. The first is that in most of the cases the plants in France 
built near the boundary at the beginning have some shareholders 
from the foreign country to buy electricity. This was the case with 
Luxembourg, Belgium and Germany at the beginning of the building.  
This is almost the same as Hong Kong with Guangdong in the Daya 
Bay case.  
The second point, regarding public involvement, when the plants 
are near the boundaries the local information commissions always 
include some people from the foreign country across the boundary.  
This is a way of sharing information at the local level with the people 
from the country across the boundary.  
A: DR PETER LAM: Let me answer the charming woman's question.  
I thought my legal decisions were only read by two persons on 
each case, the opposing counsel, and nobody else ever bothered to 
read it.  Now, it goes back to what Didier said: "We will make sure 
it is as safe as possible to minimise potential consequences."  Of 
course, Didier is right.  We have been in this business for 60 years in 
the United States.  We will make it as safe as practicable.  We even 
develop safety goals.  We even assigned the value of a human being's 
life.  
Let me show you an interesting case which would illuminate the 
point that we make it as safe as possible.  In one case, there was a 
military site with 10,000 F16 flights over a nuclear waste storage 
proposed facility.  The opponents said, "Wait a minute, it does not 
meet our preliminary safety standard, to allow the possibility of 
these aircrafts falling out of the air and hitting the storage facility".  
There is a four factor formula saying how many flights fly over.  These 
are F16 United States Air Force single engine aircraft and they have 
the propensity for falling out of the sky because they have only 
one engine. You have a 25-year-old Top Gun manning a $10-million 
aircraft, and if that engine quits on you, rule number one, you restart 
it, and rule number two, when it hits 4,000 feet, bail. Why?  We 
in the United States Air Force value the pilot's life more than the 
aircraft.  
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Guess what?  We had 200 crashes, and half the time the pilot did 
not eject at 4,000 feet, thinking, "I am the Top Gun.  I fly an F16. I 
want to save it. They jeopardise their own life as well as the aircraft.  
If you eject at below 4,000 feet, the ejector seat can kill you. So the 
proponents would say, "Judge Lam, the United States Air Force pilots 
are patriotic. When there is single engine failure he will try to steer 
away from the nuclear facility.”
The proponents put up two United States Air Force generals, 
a brigadier general, two star, and a major general, a three star, 
to testify in front of me. I said, "Generals, I do not doubt your 
patriotism, and I do not doubt the analysis, but the record before me 
is that these guys do not bail. They want to save the aircraft.  How 
would they possibly switch the single engine key, see the facility 
and steer away from it, and also push the eject button to save 
themselves?"
Everybody means well, and wants to make the situation as safe as 
possible, but there is a point in time when you do not rely on that 
principle.  Going back to the nuclear insurance actuary, "I don't care 
if it happens or not.  Estimate of probability of a disaster happening.  
Come up with a number, so I can do my actuarial analysis and raise 
money.”
DR DAPHNE MAH: To respond to Robert's question on why the 
Sustainable Development Commission was dissolved, it was 
dissolved back in year 2011.  Indeed, they did not say why it was 
dissolved, but maybe the UK government had another institutional 
arrangement for a body to perform maybe even better functions. 
Why that commission caught our attention is that it seemed to 
perform an independent advisory role for the government on 
sustainability issues quite effectively.  It was resourceful and had 
good membership.  It was so resourceful that it conducted a series 
of eight studies on nuclear on different aspects, and based on those 
studies, it formulated its own position on nuclear. They delivered 
their position to the government, saying, "Hey, this is our advice to 
you.  Take it or not, it is your final decision, but I have my view that 
is based on evidence we have found out." That is a very important, 
critical role played by SDC in our research findings.
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Session 2
Breakout Discussion
Yan-yan Yip 
CEO, Civic Exchange, Hong Kong
Welcome back. For the second session, we are going to look at the 
way forward for Hong Kong.  This morning we looked at the UK 
experience, the US experience, the French experience, and we also 
talked about Germany, Italy and Switzerland.  Now, we turn our focus 
back to Hong Kong.  Hong Kong is right now charting our own energy 
policy.  Where are we going?  Do we know how we will be engaged 
in talking about and deliberating this very important energy policy?  
We are not sure yet.  Perhaps this will be a good exercise to start the 
journey in the community.  Of course, the government will initiate 
their own engagement exercise later.  But here Civic Exchange would 
like, together with you all, to begin this journey.  
What are we going to do?  When we have been doing these 
engagement exercises or consultations, we always get a sense 
that people are complaining about how the government has been 
conducting its consultation or public engagement exercise.  So, in this 
session before noon time let us aim to achieve these three things:  
first, the top three concerns regarding public engagement initiatives 
or exercises processes in Hong Kong.  You will be given time within 
your group to have a small group discussion regarding the top three 
concerns regarding public engagement initiatives in Hong Kong.  
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Then we will go and have a look.  If those are the problems, what 
do we want to see?  In particular, if the government is initiating 
its energy policy engagement exercise, what kind of policy public 
engagement do you want to see?  Craft a prototype with your 
partners at your table, then think about the roles of the different 
stakeholders, and also you as an individual, what each stakeholder 
and also you as an individual can contribute or do during this 
process.  
This is a brief overview of what we are going to spend our next 35 
minutes on.  Then I will invite you to send one representative from 
each group to share some of your findings and discussion results; 
that is the report back and discussion session before we end at noon.
Now, you will be given five minutes at your table to think about the 
things that the public has been complaining about for engagement 
exercises in Hong Kong in general.  What are the concerns?  What are 
some of the issues that you really want to raise here?  On your table, 
you have this tiny little sheet of paper.  Please fill that in and we will 
collect it after five minutes, starting now.  
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Now, what we are going to do is tabulate the information and then 
we will show you after the break-out sessions what are the top 
concerns of this whole big group.  Before we move on to the next 
session, may I have all your attention please?  
The next section will be you will be given 15 minutes to talk about or 
to generate together in your group a public engagement prototype, 
like a model.  We heard from Daphne this morning the content, 
process, outcome model.  That could be one.  She has given us some 
indicators for us to think about.  What kind of model do we want 
in terms of public engagement?  Pay attention this time to focus on 
energy policy public engagement, not necessarily just nuclear energy 
but, broadly speaking, energy policy public engagement.  
These are some of the ideas to help you think.  If you think they 
are useful, use them as a guide.  If you have your own components 
or you have your own thoughts, please feel free to categorise 
your information because you will be invited later to share these 
discussion results, for example, the media, the roles of experts, 
the roles of independent institutions, time, education, knowledge, 
transparency, information, scrutiny, all these things, and any other 
things that you may want to insert in this model.
Please discuss with your neighbours in your group for 15 minutes 
to come up with a model, and make sure that you state clearly the 
goal of this model and what kind of issues you want to address.  This 
is the second part of the exercise.  You talk about the concerns, and 
make sure in your prototype you do address the concerns that you 
just brought up.  Thank you.  You have 15 minutes.
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MS YAN-YAN YIP:  Before inviting the group representatives to come 
and share their discussion results, I would like to share with you one 
thing.  You remember you handed in the top three concerns?  We 
have tabulated the data, and here it is.    
The top concerns of the whole group are hidden agenda, credibility 
of the facilitation process, minority hijacking the whole issue, and 
the competency of the people conducting the public engagement 
initiative, that is the top concern, meaning a lot of groups have 
raised these issues.  That is top concern number one, a big chunk.  
Top concern number two, again, big group, transparency.  Top three 
concerns, the third one, access to the authority, openness, and the 
scope.  These are the top three concerns for this big group.  
Now I am going to invite each group to send one representative to 
share their prototype, the roles, and see if their prototype or your 
prototype will address all or some of the issues brought up here.  
Group 10, please send one representative, then 9, 8, 7, 6.  Please 
bring your paper as well.
MR PRENTICE KOO (Group 10):  For our group discussion, we set a 
clear objective that we would like to create a platform for discussion 
in order to form a basis for consensus, but not really reaching a 
consensus within the public.  We believe that public engagement is 
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not the best way to achieve a consensus.  We just want to provide 
some channel for our policy-makers to know how we feel and what 
we believe in.  
Therefore, we believe the prototype should allow the public to voice 
out their own wants and objectives for certain policies, for example, 
energy policy, what they want to achieve with this policy.  Then the 
experts or the NGOs or business to give some feedback, saying, 
"No, it's not feasible, not possible, you are too idealistic", back to 
the public.  This kind of communication will be done through the 
media or a formal public engagement platform organised by the 
government.  
What should the government do?  Just provide basic facts 
throughout the whole process, such as how much energy we are 
importing from Guangdong and what are the costs of different 
sources of energy.  As this kind of public engagement won't reach a 
consensus, all these options and communication processes will pass 
through to the policy-maker, the government, or to some political 
party, to take sides, what are they going to take, what is going to be 
responsible for their final policy-making.  
Basically, I have already covered most of the responsibility of 
different stakeholders, for instance the government and so-called 
educators, who should share expertise, or some academics provide 
knowledge and provide feedback.  What are the trade-offs?  If the 
public want this, they have to serve the role of giving feedback.
Lastly, business, NGOs and individuals have a similar role: they 
voice out their own concerns and the major objective from the very 
beginning.  
This is our model, quite different from the current policy-making 
process, which is the government gives out a proposal and seeks 
public approval.  
MS YAN-YAN YIP:  Thank you.  So, we need to tell the government 
what we want, then get the experts' feedback and try to feed it to 
the decision-makers.  Next group, group 9?  
MR ARGO YEUNG (Group 9):  Our group's goal is to enhance public 
involvement, and we have three points.  One is information.  We are 
concerned with having sufficient information about all the costs of 
nuclear, and allowing people the ability to choose their electricity 
tariff.  Also, we are concerned with transparency.  As we know, all 
the nuclear power is from mainland China.  How much do we know 
about the safety, about whether the cost of decommissioning the 
nuclear power plant is included in the tariff, and about the full cost of 
nuclear electricity?  
The second point is how we can raise public concern or attention 
about an issue.  In the past, when the government is doing public 
engagements, even if they pay a lot to have advertisements in 
TV shows, their actions are maybe too mild to capture people's 
attention. 
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The third point is we want more than one option.  In the past 
consultations the government only showed one option for 
consultation purposes.  We want to have more than one option, so 
we can compare the costs and benefits.
This is our group’s prototype. Firstly, to show the overseas examples 
and experience, as we discussed earlier this morning, with more 
information or experience of other countries, such as France and 
Germany.  Second is to promote the demand-side management, 
such as improved energy efficiency or promoting the saving of 
energy work in Hong Kong.  The third point is for us to illustrate the 
alternatives, to think about not only supply and demand issues, but 
also all society, the electricity market, and also how to reduce carbon 
emissions, by imposing a carbon tax or saving energy, as a package of 
how Hong Kong or society can combat the climate change issues in 
the world.  
MS YAN-YAN YIP:  Thank you. This group added some more in terms 
of transparency, how to raise public awareness, and also more 
options please, instead of just one.  We need to look broader, not 
just at Hong Kong but also overseas experience, and this broader 
sense also includes not just looking at energy issues, but also the 
electricity market, climate change, broader issues.  
MR SEAN CAIN (Group 8):  We were talking about this and we came 
up with a simple goal, we want to make it short and simple, so that 
the public understands, everyone can get it first time through and 
it sticks in their head.  We came up with the idea that we should be 
greener and also try to build a sense of responsibility when using 
energy, as simple as that.  
The main thing we want to stress is education, because you want 
to get people involved, you want to get people talking, but if they 
don't have any education, what is the point?  If people are giving 
out answers that don't make any sense, they won’t help at all.  So, 
education is the key.  First of all, we want to try to get something 
started in the schools, so that the students aren't going to be in an 
environment where they are going to be throwing stuff in the trash, 
or have the air-conditioning on at 16 degrees.  We want to start that 
in the schools, our push for less consumption.  
We want also to have a real, tangible way for people to see how 
much energy actually costs.  For example, right now we have the air-
conditioning on, we have all these lights, the projector.  How much 
coal do we have to burn an hour for this in here right now?  If we 
actually could measure that, put it out there, I think it would make 
a big difference.  That goes into the education.  If we start in the 
schools, that will take a long time, so it will be a long-term process.  
But, if we have a simple way to actually show that you use this much 
energy, and instead of kilowatt hours let's say kilos of coal, then I 
think it would be a much more short-term impact on reducing energy 
consumption.
After that, we were talking a lot about the government, and 
one of the policies we would like to try to push is for Hong Kong 
exceptionalism.  People here take pride that we are the best, so we 
need to tap that.  We are going to be the greenest, and we are going 
to be the cleanest. I think a lot of people here would actually love 
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to prove that.  We haven't figured out exactly how to measure that 
because most of our power is produced in mainland China.  But, we 
should have a tangible number about how we are going to be the 
greenest and be able to clearly measure it and have transparent 
information.  
The power company, we felt that that is going to be a big thing.  All 
of us, we know that when we have our residential power bill it is 
a graduated price structure.  The more you use, the more you pay.  
But, the business sector isn't exactly like that.  We think that you 
should add that in the business sector as well, to have a graduated 
price structure.
The media is going to play a key role in this, to monitor the 
government progress and report it.  As far as the business sector, 
if we had a clear limit on, say, air-conditioning, that it should be 
between 24 and 26, or even just have a minimum temperature it 
cannot be below, that would be a lot of progress.  
Finally, going on to the NGOs, we felt that they could perhaps 
offer free consultations for how people could make their homes or 
businesses more efficient, for example, how they could change lights, 
how they could change the windows for long-term savings.  
Also, we felt that people here are almost kept inside, they never 
go and experience nature.  So, a key thing would be to actually 
experience it, so people would begin to love nature, and begin to 
love the outdoors.  People would feel more responsible, which goes 
back to our original point about making people feel greener and a 
sense of responsibility when utilising energy.  Thanks.
MS YAN-YAN YIP:  So, this group highlighted the importance of 
education.  The next group?  
MR PHILO ALTO (Group 7):  One of the things that we talked about in 
our group is that if we immediately frame the discussion as purely on 
nuclear energy and the pros and cons, we probably would be missing 
the point.  The first question is what is the goal we want to achieve? 
We have identified our goal as energy security, sustainability and 
resilience.  When we talk about nuclear energy it has to be in the 
context of energy policy for Hong Kong, like the point about how 
much nuclear energy is in the overall supply mix.  
As you know, in Hong Kong we have the supply side and the demand 
side, and we have the traditionals, the alternatives, and nuclear.  
Of course, there are percentages that are tied up for this globally, 
currently and also going forward, and there also goals.  We feel that 
that is one thing that is sort of lacking in this discussion.  If we are 
going to discuss about nuclear, it has to be in the overall context of 
where energy security, resilience and sustainability is.  
The second word that we note is sustainability.  One of the 
participants mentioned where do we embed environmental 
sustainability within the mix?  The supply side, there are dynamics 
around that, and some of them are longer term, some are shorter 
term.  On the demand side, we have commercial, retail, etc.  And, 
there are risks associated with each of the supplies.  We have 
operational risks, natural disasters, etc.  We also have the political 
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risk. When we build something suddenly and the political winds have 
shifted and tests get halted, what happens? It impacts security.
We basically said that for the consultation process we liked Professor 
Daphne's methodology. Keeping it simple, you have the content, 
process and outcomes. In a sense, from a content perspective, what 
is the right content and how do you disseminate it? I think the media 
has a role in that. Content from policy, what is the policy clarity?  
What is the policy stability? If the policy keeps on changing, then you 
can't really do things consistently. It gives a wrong and unpredictable 
signal for businesses.  
On the process, three things came up. Number one is inclusiveness, 
the ability to draw opinion from different people. We also talked 
about transparency of process, transparency of methodology.  The 
last one is a mix of ability to get experts, subject experts, to weigh in, 
as well as the general public.  
The third one is outcome goals and shared values. Sometimes 
outcome goals are clearer. But, shared values, some people are 
just naturally opposed towards certain types of energy supply.  
Understanding and articulating what those are is actually quite 
important.  Regarding outcome goals, if we just keep on talking and 
not measuring, we are missing the point there.  
How do you measure impact for different types of supply?  How do 
you make the assessments understandable? Talking about the point 
of education, how do you make it translate into layman's terms for 
the general public, as well as still having a proper discourse and 
meaningful discourse among experts in their respective areas?
We talked about the roles of the different players. We have 
NGOs, universities, businesses, too many to mention here. Some 
stakeholders, such as the government, have multiple roles. They 
are enablers, they are facilitators, and they are convenors. They 
are funders as well, so they are the deciders of the rules of the 
game.  Intermediaries such as Civic Exchange serve as cross-sector 
facilitators and convenors, which are independent in terms of how 
the views are presented. You have businesses, which can fund, but 
they can only fund if they have clarity of the rules of the game as it 
relates to what they want to invest in or support. NGOs’ role is in 
advocacy, as well as serving as a watchdog or raising issues that may 
be overlooked because everyone is talking about the big things.  
The media’s role is actually interesting.  How does the media, by its 
presentation or not presenting, frame the issues?  How do they come 
up with balanced reporting?  How do they raise awareness and how 
do they educate ordinary citizens, as well as the subject experts?    
We place here A and B. At A, we have the cross-cutting issues, 
having a discourse through general public consultations, as well as 
workshops such as this. This enables us to identify common themes 
and common issues. That is point A.
Then when we talk about the goals, which we alluded to earlier, 
energy sustainability and energy security, where do we want to be?  
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Eventually, at some point we need to come up with specific 
recommendations, addressing how we will get there, via 
engagement, with different stakeholders, inviting subject experts 
from other countries to share their experiences, both what did work, 
and what didn't work.  
This part is the wall. We want to go from point A to point B.  
Sometimes the wall is very thick, or hard to break it, and that's 
why with the identification of obstacles and challenges and finding 
ways by which we can overcome, we can either break the wall or go 
around the wall.  Sometimes this wall could be political or structural, 
or it could be more in terms of specific technology.  
These are the things that we discussed in our group.  Thank you.
MS YAN-YAN YIP:  Thank you.  What I can tell all of you is that we 
are going to tabulate or compile a report on this event.  We will let 
you know, we will e-mail you again, so that this won't go into a black 
hole.  Definitely, it will be a document and we are considering to 
send it to the government afterwards.  
MR T W TSO  (Group 6):  Our group looked at a more broad term 
framework.  Initially, in a public consultation engagement we 
have to be very clear about the topic, about the issues for public 
engagement.  This is done by other authorities.  
The second thing is that we need to set up a very outstanding, 
credible, and independent - if possible, a statutory body would be 
most practical - party, or panel to conduct this public engagement 
and to set the agenda. We think it is important to have an 
independent party to set the agenda – not the government, not the 
authorities.  For the formation of this panel or committee, it could be 
chaired by a judge.  The composition should be members from the 
public, experts, NGOs, education – a wide range of representation.  
The engagement process we are talking about should be similar to 
commissioning a commission of inquiry, open, transparent, with 
officials making submissions. Any responses must be made under 
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oath, so officials cannot lie or avoid questions.  Whatever people ask, 
they have to answer.  Most importantly, deliberations by this panel or 
this committee must be law binding.  If the government doesn't like 
it, they must respond, with written responses, with good reasons for 
them.
As for the role of educators, we should be knowledge providers. 
We should share our knowledge, not for any return.  We must 
give independent opinions.  We have to facilitate all the technical 
forums, and we should act as expert witnesses.  We have to be more 
pro-active and we have to promote public awareness, take more 
initiative.  Thank you very much. 
MS YAN-YAN YIP:  Thank you.  That is concerning what educators can 
do, and I hope that you do write down on that poster that you will do 
something.  Group 5 please?
MR JASON CHAN (Group 5):  Our prototype is actually quite similar 
to the previous group’s plan.  We wish to have an open, balanced 
and transparent process throughout the entire consultation, and we 
expect the process to have independent parts, particularly the role of 
the government.  
We would like to highlight a few things. First, we expect sufficient 
time.  We don't want the process to be in a big rush.  We believe we 
cannot have public consensus in a big rush.  For a strategic energy 
policy, we expect the government to use at least two years in the 
process.
We also want meaningful feedback.  Otherwise, if the result in a 
two-year consultation goes to a black hole, it would be just a waste 
of resources.  We suggest a two-stage consultation.  The first stage 
would be the setting of an agenda.  We want the agenda to be 
determined by the wider public, rather than by a few government 
departments or even independent institutions.  For the second stage, 
we will focus on the “how,” that is, the strategy itself or the options.  
Specifically, we would like to discuss the role of the government.  
First, it is a resource provider, because we need the government to 
provide the website or the venue of discussion, and also we need the 
government to get funding from the Legislative Council.    
There is one thing that only the government can do that the wider 
general public cannot do: internal diplomacy.  Issues like energy are a 
cross-border issue and will be increasingly so in the future.  We invite 
the government to consider whether with issues like nuclear energy 
and hydropower they can invite mainland authorities or mainland 
companies to give us information or even join us in the discussion 
process.  
At the same time, we are not only demanding our rights. We realise 
Hong Kong collectively has some responsibility within the nation.  
We hope our government will manage its foreign relations with our 
neighbours.  By outsourcing our energy generation to mainland 
China, especially Guangdong, we are also exporting our externalities.  
When we are exporting our pollution, I think it is also important for 
us to express our concern, especially for the neighbours near the 
power plants that are giving us energy.
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We also expect regular communication.  The government should 
develop appropriate institutions for cross-border communication, 
and ideally the institutions should be ready before the consultation 
process.
We briefly discussed the role of educators as well.  In fact, it is very 
hard to determine whether these issues should be incorporated 
into the syllabus of liberal studies or some other subject, especially 
for secondary students.  But, the most important thing is for the 
government to set the right tone, be honest to the students at 
the outset, and acknowledge that the energy issue is an issue 
where every country in the world differs in their outcome. This is a 
community decision yet to be made.  Thank you.  
MS YAN-YAN YIP:  For this group, we have an open, balanced, 
independent public engagement process, and they have highlighted a 
two-stage approach, setting an agenda first before we talk about the 
strategy.  This group have one new element, the internal diplomacy 
that the government will have to sort out.  Group 4, three minutes? 
DR ALEXIS LAU (Group 4):  The first thing we want to talk about in 
terms of public engagement is to identify your objective, why you 
want this public engagement.  Previously, a lot of public engagement 
we have seen is really for information only, unfortunately.  We want 
to know whether the public engagement is for decision-making or 
decision-making input.  These are very different.  A lot of the time it 
sounds like decision-making, but it is really input.  
Also, we think that it is very important to spell out the pros and cons 
explicitly.  Even regarding the decision that the government thinks it 
is going to make, they need to explicitly communicate the downside, 
in terms of economic, environmental, social and political terms. You 
need to spell out not just environmental or economic terms, but 
even political or social terms.
It is good for the government to have options, but not a preference.  
Once the public sees your preference, then you are inviting attack.   
In terms of the model, we have proposed a jury system. You have 
a jury basically randomly sampled from the population, which is 
big enough, and they are going to make a decision.  But, you need 
a deliberation process. You need experts, and basically just like the 
juries that we have now, each side can throw in whatever arguments 
they have.  That is an education process for the public.  To educate 
the entire public takes too long.  Get a big enough group and try 
to educate them, then let them decide.  That actually goes back 
to identifying the purpose of your engagement.  If it is just for 
information, then there is no point.  
The other thing is whenever you carry out public engagement, there 
will be comments.  And the government should explain regarding 
any comments that they decide to adopt or not adopt.  Otherwise, 
people don't feel engaged.  This feedback process is very important, 
and I think a few groups already talked about how one engagement is 
not enough. We need multiple stages of engagement. Again, sincerity 
is key, about whether you really want people's input or just for 
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information only.  If we have too many consultations for information 
only, trust will not exist.  
We need more help from the professional communication 
community.  Hong Kong is very good in terms of doing 
advertisements, but the government needs to learn more from the 
professional communicators.  
MS YAN-YAN YIP:  For this group, no consensus, but individual views 
we also value a lot.  Group number 3, three minutes?
MR GERHARD KUTT (Group 3):  Our discussion really focused on the 
importance of framing the topic, and we really focused on the idea 
that everybody plays a role in the engagement process.  
On the government’s side, there is the vision. They set the vision, 
they have to listen to the public and conduct a referendum. They 
manage the process, which includes the time-frame over which the 
topic is going to be discussed.  
We add in here a public liaison department, which is an independent 
body that engages the public.  We separated it from the government, 
because this independent body is very, very important. Similar to the 
likes of the ICAC or an Ombudsman thing, it is independent.  
On the business side, we feel that businesses are there to make 
money, so they will be the solution providers and they will also frame 
the problem, in order that they can provide the solution.  They need 
to be engaged in the process because they will be funding it if they 
have an interest to profit from it.  
NGOs are the scorekeepers.  They will look at the pros and cons of 
what has been discussed and what has been presented.
Education is important for the dissemination of information and 
knowledge, to get feedback, and also to open discussion forums so 
that the topic can be adequately covered. 
We need a methodology on the public forum, as to how we are going 
to get to the end goal, and a road map, which is again the role of the 
independent public liaison department.  
For individuals, we discussed how we can engage by attending 
meetings such as this, writing letters to the editor of newspapers, 
etc.  
The role of the media is really not to look at any of these – the 
government, businesses, or NGOs – individually, but as a whole.  
They have to start reporting on the entirety of the topic, rather than 
just specific viewpoints of any one department.  Thank you.  
MS YAN-YAN YIP:  Thank you. Group 2 please?  
DR MERRIN PEARSE (Group 2):  One of the concerns we had was:  
How wide are we going in the actual energy discussion, if we are 
talking about energy mix or the scheme of control?  Do we want 
to stay with a duopoly or are we opening up to outsiders?  Again, 
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where is that starting point for the discussion? What are the overall 
constraints that we are already being forced into when we have a 
topic given to us and is that clearly stated by government, so we 
know what solutions they are not even going to consider?  
One of the biggest questions we would love to address in this 
consultation, is how we can mix our producers of power, from the 
first point. Can they come from more different areas?  The question 
is if we have a group that is already connected, why can't we buy our 
power across the different companies already in the region?  And, 
would the community support giving a break to those poor people 
on Hong Kong Island for paying those higher prices by subsidising 
those in other parts?  
These types of discussions are in the mix when they start thinking 
about where you actually want to have your discussion.  At the 
town hall?  We thought the part about the town hall type meetings 
needs to go from the small three group meetings, very much the 
government and the power producers at the moment, right back out, 
with different interest groups, right to the full-scale discussions.  They 
are a good format, but we were concerned about the information 
use when we come out of that process.  I have heard the words 
"feedback loop".  
Otherwise, we basically have a question on the culture within 
the government when they are setting up policy or discussion to 
start with.  Is there motivation for change?  A question for both 
government and individuals: do we have willingness to have a 
broader discussion on the topic? Will we allow ourselves, through 
the accountability side of things, to approach the cultural hierarchy 
within the government or within an organisation even – and it could 
be government or business – would a middle management or a 
junior staff be able to put an idea on the table comfortably?  
That is about it.  What we decided regarding our individual roles is 
that we will participate via speaking out, getting more information 
shared with our colleagues, and participating in discussions.
MS YAN-YAN YIP:  Thank you. We need to know where to start, right? 
The last group.  
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DR PATRICK T I LAM (Group 1):  Our group started off with goals.  
Actually, we have much commonality with the other groups, so I 
hope I can focus more on the differences.  
Out of the engagement process, we hope to aim at transparency.  We 
want to achieve information disclosure. Because it is so scientific and 
so difficult to understand, I think we need to have better information 
disclosure in layman’s terms.  
Whoever conducts this sort of engagement exercise needs to gain 
the trust of the participants and the general public. One of the 
goals that is perhaps different from other groups is that we hope 
to have a road map for action and follow-through activities after 
the engagement exercise, not just talk without any follow-through 
actions.  
We have three components in this prototype. Firstly, we talk 
about the people, the parties involved.  We think there needs to 
be champions in this exercise, as in leaders of the discussion.  The 
champion could be the government or an independent party.  
We talked about the role of experts in this because we do think that 
as far as Hong Kong is concerned in this power generation business, 
especially when talking about nuclear, we think Hong Kong will 
have the necessary expertise and connectivity to the outside world, 
such that our opinions can be fed back to the mainland authorities.  
The expertise is here to provide the contribution.  Of course, the 
general public needs to be informed and they can also participate. 
Media needs to be there as a watchdog, and educators, as already 
mentioned.  These are the parties.  
We need to have objectivity and this has to do with the current 
situation of the media, which somehow seems to be biased one way 
or the other.  We need to build up trust, and we have to do this in 
small steps.  Trust is not built up in one day.  We have to allow the 
government to build up trust in the people gradually, and the time 
required for this may exceed the term of one government.
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We talked about representation, asking what sort of representation 
the people taking part in this engagement exercise offer.  This is 
important.  We talked about whether the exercise should take place 
at the District Board level and how to make the people who sit there 
be representative.  It is a sort of democratic process.
Timeliness was also mentioned. We regard timeliness as one of the 
essentials: not discussing issues after the government’s decisions 
are made.  As for the activities, we think that workshops which may 
disseminate information as a means of education, as a platform for 
discussion, would be beneficial.  
More officially, we may like to have hearings such as in the US, 
whereby evidence is put forward in a very open manner and 
scrutinised with expertise at a sort of legal standard.  We believe 
that some sort of innovation would be necessary to promote 
engagement.  
With these three components in the prototype, we think that the 
government should act as a facilitator.  There is doubt about whether 
the government is in a good position to lead the discussion, because 
the government might have a biased view, but they may better act as 
a facilitator in order to gain trust, like Civic Exchange is doing today.  
Perhaps some NGO may also facilitate the process.  
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MS YAN-YAN YIP:  Thank you. Let me just repeat. All this wisdom, 
all these gems, will be collected and compiled in a report.  What I 
have been hearing is a lot of the groups have brought up the need 
to know the goal, what this public engagement initiative is all about, 
what is the starting point?  During the process we need information, 
we want transparency, and we need to make sure that the people 
involved are educated.  But, how are we going to do this?  Every one 
of us, different sectors, educators and media, also have a role to play. 
During the process we need to be open, transparent, balanced.  
One last thing I got from the groups is that we don't want to see 
no feedback.  After these engagement exercises, after sharing all 
the views and the content, we want to see follow-up action, what 
the government or what some other sectors or individuals will do.  
Again, back to the opening of this session, this is just the beginning, 
hopefully, to start talking about how we are going to talk about 
energy policy in Hong Kong.  
In November we are going to have another session concerning this 
kind of policy: how we are going to discuss, or even maybe talk 
about the content next time. I hope that all of you will come back 
and join us, and next time we will have a much larger room, we will 
cater for more people, and hope that we will be able to have another 
engaging and interactive session to talk about the way we talk about 
energy issues, and perhaps to talk about the content of energy policy 
in Hong Kong.  
Thank you so much for your participation. But, before we close, 
I would like to see if our panellists this morning have anything to 
share after listening to our groups' presentation.    
Closing Remarks
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DR DAPHNE MAH:  Public engagement is very important for energy 
decisions, not only for the better outcome of the energy decision, 
but it is the process or the way how we nurture or share our sense 
of ownership and responsibility as a whole wider society.  
We used to rely on the government or the power companies in 
Hong Kong to make big energy decisions for us, but the sentiment in 
society has changed. The wider society wants to take a bigger role, 
and this is important but this also places new challenges on the 
government, because now the government is required to be much 
more responsive. Perhaps the government has yet to get ready for 
such challenges that are now placed on them.
Now, let me emphasize this point: we need innovation.  For public 
engagement activities, how we are going to decide a better way 
for Hong Kong, we need innovative ideas.  As mentioned, there are 
other ways that we can do it, like a jury system or a kind of legally 
binding system. An informed decision made by the overall wider 
public is an important way for us to think about.
DR DIDIER KECHEMAIR:  First, the commitment to engagement 
is very impressive.  Such an innovative way of working together 
may not have been possible in France, but I will bring back the 
experience and perhaps will try to see if it works.  
A lot has been said concerning, for example, the fact that we should 
look at the whole energy mix and not only nuclear, that we should 
look at the demand side and not only the supply side.  
To pick one point perhaps, the word "parliament" was only said 
once, whereas the word "government" was mentioned several 
times. In France, the ASN, the nuclear safety authority, is said to 
be independent. It is independent because of several reasons, one 
of the reasons being it reports to parliament, not to government.  
This is a society question, an organisation question, a governance 
question, and government, NGOs, utilities.  In between there is also 
an intermediate level, and I don't know the specificities in Hong 
Kong, but I haven't heard the word "parliament".
DR PETER LAM: Both Professor Mah and Dr Didier's comments are 
well placed. I have seen more than my share of public engagement 
processes that did not work.  So, Professor Mah's call for innovation 
and Dr Didier's comments on parliamentary involvement are 
exceptionally meritorious.  Thank you.
MS YAN-YAN YIP:  Thank you so much again for your participation. I 
look forward to seeing you next time in November.
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Time Content
08:30 Registration
Session 1: Public Engagement on Nuclear Power – International Experience
09:00
Importance of Local Scale Public Engagement: the French 
Experience 
Dr. Didier Kechemair, Private independent consultant on energy and 
innovation, Paris, France
Improving Public Engagement and Public Trust for Nuclear 
Decision-making: A Case Study of the UK approach 
Dr. Daphne Mah, Assistant Professor, Hong Kong Baptist University
Enhancing Public Literacy of Nuclear Power: Issues and Processes 
Dr. Peter Lam, Chairman, Diablo Canyon Independent Safety 
Committee
9:30 Questions & Answers Moderated by Mr. Simon Ng, Civic Exchange
10:00 Coffee/Tea Break
Session 2: Way Forward for Hong Kong
10:30 Breakout Discussion Ms. Yan-yan Yip, Civic Exchange
11:15 Group Reporting and Sharing
11:45 Closing Remarks
Appendix I: Programme
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Group Goals or Ideals Actors & Their Respective Roles Structure Recommended
1 • Transparency
• Information 
disclosure: in 
laymen’s terms
• Objectivity
• Building trust in 
the government 
gradually
• Timeliness
• Innovation in 
the engagement 
process
• Leaders/Champions of the cause - 
could be the government or an 
independent party.
• Experts
• General public
• Media - act as a watchdog
• Educators
• Individuals - influence others 
to be passionate to make a 
difference; pay attention, think, 
decide, voice opinions and join 
the engagement; get involved, 
be constructive, be willing to 
compromise, be proactive, learn 
and read from different sources.
• Workshops for 
information, education 
and discussion.
• Hearings with a legal 
setting.
• District Board for 
representation.
2 • Transparency
• Accountability
• Information access
• Public - write letters, participate 
to enable true engagement, 
motivate other citizens to learn 
and participate, call for change, 
speak loudly and often.
• Town hall meetings.
• Small group meetings or 
full scale.
3 • Government - to provide a 
vision, listen to the public in a 
referendum, manage the time, 
fund a public liaison department.
• Businesses - provide solutions, 
meet demands.
• NGOs - suggest compromises, 
highlight pros and cons of various 
options.
• Educators - disseminate 
information and knowledge, give 
feedback about and participate 
in discussion forums.
• Public liaison department 
(independent) - facilitate 
discussions.
• Media - report on the entire 
picture.
• Individuals - attend meetings 
and demand a voice, e.g. write 
letters.
• Public liaison 
department 
(independent) to 
facilitate discussions.
• An all-inclusive open 
forum.
Appendix III: Participants’ Ideas of Public 
Engagement Exercise Prototype
46
Group Goals or Ideals Actors & Their Respective Roles Structure Recommended
4 • Clear pros + 
cons information 
about all options: 
economic, 
environmental, 
social and political 
considerations
• Equality
• Timeliness.
• Government - options but not a 
preference.
• Professional communications 
industry - advice and advertising 
on behalf of the government.
• Jury - a select group 
representing the 
public to make a 
recommendation. 
Should be a big enough 
sample of people.
• Multiple rounds/levels 
of engagement to ensure 
people make informed 
decisions.
• Public feedback analysed 
and published with “why 
adopted” or “why not 
adopted” information.
5 • Open, balanced, 
transparent 
process 
throughout 
the entire 
consultation.
• Independent, 
impartial process.
• Sufficient time
• Meaningful 
feedback.
• Government - provide resources, 
facilitate agreement on agenda 
and sub-segment debate on 
strategies in an impartial way, 
carry out internal diplomacy 
(information, involvement 
of mainland parties in the 
consultation, neighbour care 
and concerns, cross-border trust 
building, appropriate institutions 
and cross-border communication 
mechanisms)
• Educators.
• 2 stage consultation.  
(1st year: setting the 
agenda; 2nd year: 
formulating the strategy 
itself).
• At least 2 years for 
consulting about a 
strategic energy policy.
• Regular communication 
with China.
6 • Clarity of the 
topic for public 
consultation.
• Independent body - facilitate the 
consultation process.
• Educators - provide knowledge, 
share impartial options, facilitate 
discussion, act as expert 
witnesses, and take initiative for 
creating public awareness.
• Standard, credible, 
independent (of practical 
statutory body) party 
or panel to conduct 
the public consultation 
process and set agenda.
• Enquiry; officials should 
respond under oath.
• Deliverables: law-
binding, written reasons 
for not implementing.
7 • Energy security, 
sustainability, 
resilience.
• Lower carbon 
intensity and more 
use of renewables.
• Lower nuclear 
operational risk.
• Risk mitigation 
for operational 
blunders.
• Policy clarity and 
stability.
• Experts - weigh in.
• Government - enable, facilitate, 
convene, fund, and decide.
• NGOs - facilitate, advocate, etc.
• Businesses - provide funding.
• Media - frame the issues and 
report in a balanced fashion.
• Individuals - become educated, 
become informed in order to 
be able to offer a worthwhile 
opinion, bring the updated 
information and discussion to 
any community.
• Impact assessment.
• Content-process-
outcomes model from Dr 
Mah’s speech.
Group Goals or Ideals Actors & Their Respective Roles Structure Recommended
8 • Greener lifestyle.
• Sense of 
responsibility in 
using energy.
• Transparency.
• Information 
access.
• NGOs - provide free consultations 
on how to save energy, give 
nature or eco-tours.
• Educators - decrease 
consumption in schools, assess 
how to know how much energy 
is used in life, and highlight the 
connection between human and 
nature in education.
• Power companies - strengthen 
tariffs.
• Media - monitor the 
government’s progress; report 
neutral information.
• Business sector - turn down the 
A/C.
• Government - find a policy that 
drives HK to be the best, cleanest 
city, create measurements of 
energy efficiency.
• Individual - conserve energy.
9 • Transparency, 
especially about 
Mainland plants.
• Information 
access.
• Actually getting 
the public’s 
attention.
• NGOs - get more information, 
promote demand-side 
management, and present 
alternatives e.g. carbon tax, a 
broader package.
• Share overseas examples 
and experience
• More than one option 
on the table.
• Illustrate alternatives 
for limiting energy 
consumption
• Promote demand-side 
management through 
consultation.
10 • Educators - share knowledge and 
give feedback to public voices.
• Experts - educate via research.
• Government - give impartial facts 
and policy options.
• Businesses, NGOs and individuals 
- voice out objective and 
consensus at the very beginning.
• Individuals - seek knowledge.
• Not necessarily a full 
on public engagement, 
but a channel of 
communication 
between the public 
and the government. 
Government makes the 
ultimate decision.
• Education and 
knowledge + public 
voice hearing --> Expert 
comment --> Policy 
makers’ decision
• Communication back 
and forth. 
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